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called my attention to the venational peculiarities. in the 
Illinois specimen and suggested that it might belong to the 
genus Calinemurus. In that genus as characterized, however, 
the venation is even more irregular and there is a double row 
of intercostal areoles almost to the base of the wing (in 7zr- 
regularis a single row, with a few forked veins before the pte- 
rostigma). No one would, I think, regard the Texas specimens 
as sufficiently peculiar in venation to place them outside of 
Brachynemurus, for there are specimens of B. mexicanus, 
niger, brunneus, etc., also, in which one or two of the areoles 
nearest the radial sector are double; and it is evident that the 
Havana specimen is merely an example, of the species here 
described, in which these irregularities are carried further. 

ON THE CLASSIFICATION OF THE CULICID4. 

By HARRISON G. DYAR. 

I have previously thought from an examination of a consid- 
erable material of culicid larve, that there was nocharacter 
to separate the Aédine as larve from the Culicifie. Further 
research has resulted in the interesting discovery that this is 
only so if Theobald’s classification be used. A classification 
proposed by Dr. Lutz! and quoted in R. Blanchard’s work 
‘‘Les Moustiques,’’ Paris, 1905, page 619, corresponds exactly 
with larval characters, and is evidently the best and most 
natural classification yet proposed. Doctor Lutz has arrived 
at this happy result, not by the use of any new characters but 
by changing the order of importance of the old ones. The 
relative length of the palpi in the sexes, heretofore regarded 
as a character of first importance, is relegated to a subordinate 
place and with obvious justice. This is a secondary sexual 
character, one that by some systematists is not allowed to 
be of even generic value. It should never have been used to » 
define subfamilies. The worthless scale characters used by 
Theobald are discarded and most properly so. I am speaking 
of primary divisions, or subfamilies, not having gone into 
the question of genera in this connection. The scale characters 
may be of use in generic definition, although I doubt it.? 

In C. Bourroul, Mosquitoes do Brasil, Bahia, 1904. 
* See the complete refutation of the value of scale characters in generic 

definition given by James and Liston in their admirable account of the 

Anopheles of India. ‘‘A Monograph of the Anopheles mosquitoes of 

India,” by S. P. James, M. D., I. M. S., and W. Glen Liston, M. D., I. M.S., 

Calcutta, 1904. See pages 19-21.. 
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Theobald’s classification is as follows, thrown into dichoto- 
mous form: 

F, MCCMMAC Rains enna i prs a ong hae gare aos 2 

MetanOUHET Wie, COUT! 5 ete) CR chi Ge a ht 

2:: Dalat lope ty Pee ele oe ee eR Neate een 3 

Palpi short in both sexes ge ge CS Ce Ree hae ee ee ae 
3. ‘Palpt long in Doth sexes 2 ee he) a |) AOR EREINA 

Palpi of the female shorter .. 4 
4. First submarginal cell much suivalleg than: sound Aoaieriok: cell 

MEGARHINA 

First submarginal cell as long or longer than the second posterior 

COE ie iat Se UE aoa Err PUNE ea CULICINA 

5. Metanotum with chaste cals gre eae Mea gor os Creams TA pean gea? 

Metanotum with chete and scales . . . . TRICHOPROSOPONINA 

The genera included in Volume I are as follows; the later 
additional genera do not essentially affect the scheme: 

ANOPHELINA—Anopheles. 
MEGARHINA—Megarhinus, Toxorhynchites. 
CULICINA—Janthinosoma, Psorophora, Mucidus, Eretmapo- 

dites, Stegomyia, Armigeres, Culex, Panoplites, Teenio- 
rhynchus, Deinocerites. 

(Section, without name)—Wyeomyia, Sabethes. 
AEDEOMYINA—Aédeomyia,, Aédes, Haemagogus, Uranote- 

nia. 
TRICHOPROSOPONINA—Trichoprosopon (=Joblotia). 
The following is Lutz’s classification, thrown into tabular 

form and shorn of the superfluous descriptive terms: 

1. Larve without respiratory siphon . . . . . . ANOPHELINA 
Larve with teapiratory siphom 7 eee eS a 

Be ea CUO 2 aN ea Rate ae de MEGARHININAt 
Proboscis straight Aare ccna, See aa OS ee Cu ee ee I Rat in nC 3 

3. PORATION) WEEHONE Tiyan ae oe er pun ye 
Metanottim with: Madre coy Si eek te yan Saal, a was tes ey 5 

4. Palm long in the males oS. ek a ee oe a CULICIN At 

Pater short in: the male oe ee os AEDINA 

HAMAGOGINAZ 

5. Palpi more or lesslonginthe male: . . . . ‘HYLOCONOPINA 
Palo anort in the mae io ge ee DENDROMYINAY 

With the following genera: 
ANOPHELIN2—Aldrichia, Anopheles, Arribalzagia, Cellia, 

+ So given in the table but treated as belonging to the Aédeomyina. 
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Cycloleppteron, Myzomyia, Myzorhynchus, Nyssorhynchus, 
Pyretophorus, Stethomyia. 

MEGARHININ2~—Ankylorhynchus, Megarhinus, Toxorhynchites. 
CULICINA—Acartomyia, Bancroftia, Culex, Desvoidya, Fin- 

laya, Gilesia, Grabhamia, Howardina, Janthinosoma, 
Lasioconops, Lutzia, Mansonia, Melanoconion, Mucidus, 
Psorophora, Skusea, Stegomyia, Taniorhynchus, Theo- 
baldia. 

HEMAGOGINA—Gualteria, Hemagogus. 
A&DINZ—Aédomyia, Aédes, Aédinus, Deinocerites, Ficalbia, 

Mimomyia, Uranoteenia, Verrallina. 
HYLOCONOPIN2—Binotia, Goeldia, Hyloconops, Joblotia. 
DENDROMYINA—Dendromyia, Limatus, Phoniomyia, Sab- 

ettinus, Sabettoides, Sabettus, Wyeomyia. 
It will be seen that Lutz bases his primary divisions on 

Lirval characters, which is not allowable in a table for adults. 
The Anopheline should be separated on some adult character. 
The palpal character heretofore used is weak; but some other 
may be found, perhaps in the very long slender legs, or elongate 
thorax. The Megarhinine are separated by Lutz on the 
curvature of the proboscis, which will not hold. By Theobald, 
the venation is used; but the character seems to me a weak one, 
as it consists in the relative degree of stalking of two pairs 
of veins only. I am inclined to throw the Megarhinine in with 
the Culicine, where they fall near to Psorophora and Lutzia, 
the larve of these three genera being exclusively predaceous. 
The really strong character in Lutz’s table is the presence or 
absence of sete on the metanotum; the scales do not count. 
I think, and am supported by larval characters, that the 
rest of Lutz’s subdivisions, based on the palpi, are weak and 
should be dropped. We have really only three subfamilies 
of the Culicide, definable on sound characters both as adults 
and larve. 

I. ANOPHELINA.  Adults': metanotum nude; palpi long in 
both sexes. Larve with sessile air tube; dorsal fan-tufts for 
attachment to the water film. 

Genera.—Anopheles, Cellia, Cycloleppteron, etc. 
II. CULICINA. , Adults: metanotum nude; palpi only rarely 

long in the female, usually long in the male, ‘occasionally short 
in both sexes. Larve with an elongate air tube; no fan-tufts 
for attachment to the water film; anal segment with a ventral 
brush or rudder. | 
Genera.—Megarhinus, Psorophora, Lutzia, Culex, Grab- 

\ 

Some good adult character = the separation of the Anopheline can 

surely be found. 
+ 
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hamia, Howardina, Janthinosoma, Melanoconion, Stegomyia, 
Teniorhynchus, Theobaldia, Heamagogus, Aédes, Deinocerites, 
Uranotenia, Verrallina, etc. 

Ill. SABETHINA. Adults: metanotum with sete; palpi 
short in the female, usually short also in the male. Larve 
with elongate air tube and no fan-tufts; anal segment without 
ventral brush. 

Genera.—Joblotia, Dendromyia, Limatus, Phoniomyia, Sabe- 
thoides, Wyeomyia, etc. 

I have given only the genera of which larve are known to 
me; but have no doubt that the other larve, when known, will 
prove consonant with these divisions. 

Subdivision of the Anopheline, except generic, seems unnec- 
essary. The Culicine can be divided into tribes, one the 
Megarhinini, to contain Megarhinus, Psorophora and Lutzia, 
the other, the Culicini, for the remaining genera. I see no 
propriety in recognizing the Aédine or even Aédini, as the char- 
acter of short male palpi is not more than of generic rank 
and the larve show no differential characters whatever. 
The Sabethine need no subdivision, unless Joblotia be taken 
out, in many respects a unique form. 

It has been shown that the Anopheline are distinguished 
by their attitude while alive; this is now given in all the 
text books. The Culicine and Sabethine are equally distin- 
guishable, the latter curving the hind legs over the back far 
forward in a very characteristic manner, as described to me 
by Mr. Knab and Mr. Busck, who have seen many of the 
species alive. 

° 

OCTOBER 5, 1905. 

The 198th regular meeting was held at the Sengerbund Hal] 

and there were present the following: Messrs. Barber, Couden, 

Doolittle, Dyar, Heidemann, Howard, Marlatt, Morris, Quain- 

tance, Schwarz, Stiles, Titus, and Webster, members; and | 

Messrs. Boettcher, Clemons, Coleman, and Martin, visitors. In the 

absence of the executive officers Dr. L. O. Howard presided. 

Prof. Hermann Muckermann, S. J., Sacred Heart College, 

Prairie du Chien, Wis., was elected a corresponding member. 

Mr. Heidemann exhibited specimens and reported the cap- 

ture of Tettigia hieroglyphica Say, family Cicadide, at Great 
Falls, Md. ‘The species was described from Florida, and this 

is the first report of its occurrence near Washington, D. C 

/ 
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Mr. Douglas Clemons was the first, on June 27, 1905, to notice 

the presence of this insect, and after securing one specimen, 

several parties were made up from the National Museum and 

attempts made to get additional ones. As a result of five 

trips, four specimens were captured. Mr. Clemons stated that 

these cicadas were very hard to locate among the tops of the 

tall trees. The throwing of stones and other missiles would 

not disturb them, simply making them sing the louder. 

—Mr. Heidemann then exhibited specimens and presented 
the following notes on a species of Ceratocombide: 

A NEW GENUS AND SPECIES OF THE NEMIPTEROUS FAM- 

ILY CERATOCOMBIDZ FROM THE UNITED STATES. 

By O. HEIDEMANN. 

Messrs. E. A. Schwarz and Douglas Clemons have lately 
found a new hemipteron which I identified asa ceratocombid. 
Members of this family are spread all over the world. In 1852, 
Prof. O. M. Reuter monographed the family, dividing it into 
two subfamilies, Ceratocombine and Schizopterine. The 
first has 3 genera and 13 species, the other 6 genera and 14 
species. More recently Prof. P. R. Uhler described some 
species from the West Indies and two others from Las Vegas 
Hot Springs, New Mexico. One or more additional species 
are known to me from the eastern States. Our peculiarly © 
formed tiny insect, which is not much over 1 mm. long, belongs 
to the second subfamily. It has a striking resemblance to a 
species described by Reuter from New Caledonia,* Hyp- 
selosoma oculata. The general outlines are nearly the same, 
but judging from Reuter’s figure our species differs in having 
a distinct raised venation with cross-veins forming a few cells 
on the elytra. Moreover, our species seems to have a broader 
head and comparatively shorter body, and I think we may 
safely consider it as representing a new genus. 

Glyptocombus, new genus. 

Body broad and oval, very convex, somewhat pointed towards the 

apex. Head transverse, its width taken from eye to eye half the length 

* Monographia Ceratocombidarum orbis terrestis. Acta Soc. Scient. 

Fenn., XIX, No. 6, p. 26, 1863. 


